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Madam Chairman and Members of the Committee, | would like to thank you very much
for the invitation to appear before you today to discuss next steps on Iran and Syria. | have a
prepared statement, which I will summarize, and ask that it be inserted in the record. | would, of
course, be pleased to answer any questions that you or other Members of the Committee might

have.

The Iranian nuclear weapons program, and its potential linkages to Syria, remains one of
the most critical national-security challenges facing America, perhaps even the gravest near-term
threat. After nearly twenty years of fruitless U.S. and Western efforts to prevent Iran from
achieving its objective of deliverable nuclear weapons, we are now at a critical point. Iran is
very close to reaching its goals, through its own efforts, its collaboration with North Korea and
other rogue states like Venezuela that allow it to evade international pressure, and its hegemony
over Syria, where the extent of its nuclear activities is largely unknown. Even as Iran’s efforts
rapidly near success, the United States may yet prevent the emergence of a nuclear Iran. But
time is short, and we will surely fail if we continue to pursue our present policies. Once Iran gets
nuclear weapons, the Middle East and the larger world will change forever, and much to the

disadvantage of the United States, and its friends and allies worldwide.

IRAN

We should begin with blunt truths about Iran’s nuclear weapons program. Despite years
of diplomatic negotiations, multiple layers of international sanctions, and creative efforts at
disruption (including, most recently, the Stuxnet computer virus), Iran’s seemingly inexorable
march toward nuclear weapons continues. The Pasdaran, Iran’s Revolutionary Guards Corps,

recently published on its website a story about the world’s reaction the day after Iran’s first



nuclear test." Estimates based on publicly available information differ, but the theme underlying
them all is entirely pessimistic, especially concerning Iran’s vigorous uranium enrichment
program. lran is not only expanding its production capacity for enriched uranium, but is moving
to ever-more sophisticated centrifuge designs that will allow its future enrichment production to
be much larger than at present. By almost all standards, uranium enrichment is “the long pole in
the tent” when it comes to fashioning nuclear weapons, and there is little or nothing, except
imminent regime change in Tehran or external military intervention, that can prevent that
outcome. While more work is obviously required once the concentration of U235 isotopes has
been enriched to weapons-grade levels (“HEU,” or “highly enriched uranium”), such as
converting it into uranium metal, fabricating that metal into a form usable for a nuclear weapon,
and then building the final weapon itself, it is uranium enrichment that is the principal process to

be mastered.

The most recent Iran report by the International Atomic Energy Agency (“IAEA”), May
24,2011, concludes that Iran’s production rate for low-enriched uranium (“LEU,” containing
approximately 3.5 % of the critical U235 isotope) is now 105 kilograms per month. That figure
represents a 17 percent increase in production from the IAEA’s previous report in February of
this year, and an 84 percent increase over 2009. And these figures, of course, are based only on

the Iranian enrichment capacity that the IAEA can verify.

Independent researchers across the political spectrum also confirm just how close Iran is
to having nuclear weapons. The Wisconsin Project on Nuclear Arms Control’s “Iran Watch”

estimates that by April of this year, Iran had enough LEU for four nuclear weapons, assuming

! Jamsheed K. Choksy, “Iran Postulates First Nuclear Test,” Forbes.com, June 14, 2011, referring to an April 24,
2011 posting on the IRGC’s Gerdab website. The Forbes article may be found at
http://www.forbes.com/2011/06/14/nuclear-iran-is-inevitable.html .
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Iran further processed it into HEU, or weapons-grade uranium, (typically with U235
concentrations over 90 percent). Using only the 8,000 centrifuges observed by the IAEA at
Natanz, the Wisconsin project estimates that it would take 1.5 months to convert enough LEU
into HEU to make one bomb, or six months to make four bombs. All of the Wisconsin Project’s
assumptions and calculations are spelled out transparently on its web page,? and are based on
publicly available information, typically from the IAEA. Should Iran have additional facilities
not known to the IAEA, of course, with more centrifuges operating than those under IAEA
observation at Natanz, its capacity to enrich to HEU would obviously be greater, and the time
required shorter. In that regard, Iran recently claimed it would triple its production of uranium
enriched to 19.75 percent U235, allegedly for its Tehran research reactor, using the Fordow
facility, deeply buried in a mountainside near Qom, and revealed by United States intelligence in

2009.

Using the May 24, 2011 IAEA report as a basis, the Nonproliferation Policy Education
Center (“NPEC”) has published the latest in a series of reports estimating Iran’s proximity to
weapons production.* NPEC concludes that, “[w]ith Iran’s current number of operating
centrifuges, the batch recycling would take about two months once Iran decided to initiate the

process” to enrich enough LEU into HEU for one nuclear weapon. Similarly, the Federation of

Z See Wisconsin Project on Nuclear Arms Control, Iran Watch, updated May 25, 2011, found at
http://www.iranwatch.org/ourpubs/articles/irannucleartimetable.html .

¥ See David E. Sanger and William J. Broad, “Iran Says It Will Speed Up Uranium Enrichment,” New York Times,
June 8, 2011, http://www.nytimes.com/2011/06/09/world/middleeast/09iran.html .

% Greg S. Jones, “Out of the Spotlight, Iran’s Rate of Enriched Uranium Production Continues to Increase:
Centrifuge Enrichment and the IAEA May 24, 2011 Update,” found at
http://www.npolicy.org/artile.php?aid=1043&tid=4 .
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American Scientists had concluded even earlier this year that Iran’s production of LEU had

increased substantially over previous years.’

Other aspects of Iran’s weapons program have also continued unabated, and quite likely
did so even after 2003, despite the conclusions of the 2007 National Intelligence Estimate
(“NIE”) that Iran had suspended its nuclear weapons program in that year. The United States has
still not explicitly rejected the 2007 NIE, including in the recently released 2011 update,
although this highly politicized and poorly reasoned document has not withstood the test of time.
Leaders of the intelligence community, and now the Obama Administration, have been reluctant
to reverse its erroneous conclusions publicly, but in substance, top U.S. intelligence officials and
policy makers no longer operate in accordance with its conclusions. Indeed, in substance if not
in express terms, it was rejected as early as February, 2008, in Congressional testimony by

Michael McConnell, the then-Director of National Intelligence.

Even publicly available information at the time the 2007 NIE was published contradicted
its conclusion. On September 15, 2004, for example, ABC News reported a story about Iran’s
armor and artillery weapons-testing facility at Parchin, describing activity consistent with nuclear
weapons development. According to the report, Iranian scientists and technicians were testing
detonation devices for the high explosives that surround a uranium or plutonium “pit” in the
“physics package” of a nuclear weapon.” Simultaneous detonation of the high explosives is
required to ensure that the weapons-grade metal implodes in a way that ensures that the critical

mass of fissile material produces the maximum possible explosive force. No one ever contracted

> The FAS report (Ivanka Barzashka, “Using Enrichment Capacity to Estimate Iran’s Breakout Potential”) can be
found at: http://www.fas.org/pubs/_docs/IssueBrief Jan2011_lran.pdf .
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the ABC News story, which was reporting on contemporaneous, ongoing operations, not

historical evidence.

Unfortunately, it is almost certainly correct that there is much else concerning the Iranian
nuclear weapons program that has escaped our attention. We should openly acknowledge that
our intelligence on Iran is far from perfect. Indeed, we are continually learning of Iranian efforts
to build new nuclear facilities, hidden both from Western intelligence capabilities and from
international inspectors from the IAEA. What we don’t know is not good news. There can be
little doubt that whatever additional activities Iran is pursuing will only increase the likelihood
that it is approaching a deliverable nuclear weapons capability, and must undercut any confident
assertions that we know with certainty when Iran will in fact achieve its long-sought objectives.
The only prudent approach to assessing what we know and don’t know about Iran is that the
risks are almost certainly greater than what we have in our intelligence base or what it discussed

in our media and other public fora.

One bright spot is that, fortunately, the IAEA has re-emerged under its new Director
General, Yukiya Amano, from a disturbing period of willful blindness at its top level. Amano
has honestly and openly described Iran’s stonewalling and deception against the IAEA over
many years. He has been forthright in describing the potential weapons implications of what the
IAEA has found during its years of inspections, and also, importantly, in characterizing what
Iran has refused to answer, covered up or concealed concerning possible weapons-related
activities. The changing dynamic at the IAEA can only be applauded, although there are years of

failure that Amano must struggle to overcome.



Moreover, even apart from its uranium-enrichment program, Iran is also poised in the
coming years to take advantage of plutonium from spent nuclear reactor fuel for weapons
purposes. The Bushehr nuclear reactor, is moving toward full operational status, under Russian
control and supervision, and marks a historic milestone in the region. It is the first commercial-
scale reactor (1,000 megawatts gross capacity) in the hands of an avowed enemy of Israel that
has been allowed to begin functioning. Although supposedly “proliferation resistant,” it is still
capable of producing sufficient plutonium from its spent fuel to provide Iran with an alternative
path to nuclear weapons, as our own Department of Energy has concluded. Tehran now claims
that Bushehr will be connected to the national electrical grid in August, marking its full operation

for commercial purposes, and there are plans for many more reactors to be constructed.

In fact, although the term “axis of evil” may have fallen out of use in recent years, the
connection between North Korea and Iran, certainly with respect to ballistic missiles, and quite
likely with respect to nuclear weapons, remains strong. Whether there are also other countries,
such a Venezuela and Burma, now involved in these clandestine nuclear activities remains
certain but entirely possible. Venezuela’s deposits of uranium, worldwide the second largest
only to Canada among proven reserves, makes it an attractive partner for Iran and other rogue
states. Hugo Chavez’s increasingly close relations with Iran can only be troubling, not only
because of the support Chavez provides to Iran’s successful campaign to evade international
financial and other sanctions, but because of the risk that Venezuela will pursue its own nuclear
program, and perhaps ultimately nuclear weapons. Burma’s geographic location makes it an
excellent place for vessels travelling between Iran and North Korea to stop and reprovision, and
the country’s isolation could also facilitate the construction of facilities involved in its own or

other countries’ nuclear weapons efforts.



Just a few weeks ago, Iran launched its second earth satellite (the first having been
launched in 2009). While there is still considerable work required before Iran would be able to
mate a nuclear weapon onto a ballistic missile for delivery as a payload, Iran’s capabilities to do
just that are accelerating. And when we consider North Korea’s progress toward the same
delivery capability, and the extent of cooperation between Iran and North Korea on missile

development over the years, we should indeed be gravely concerned.

Just as one recent example of disturbing information, on May 25, the U.N. Economic and
Social Council for Asia and the Pacific (“ESCAP”) decided to approve a “disaster information
management center” in Iran, which the United States had consistently opposed since Iran first
suggested it in 2006. Since early warning about impending disasters is critical to mitigating the
harm caused, remote sensing techniques by satellite are extremely useful in the disaster context.
Under this humanitarian guise, Iran will now undoubtedly benefit in enhancing its scientific
capabilities in both satellite and missile technologies. When these risks were raised with a State
Department spokesman after the vote, he would say only, “Those are all legitimate questions.
But we can’t talk about them.”® Clearly, our government recognizes the risks involved here, but
so feeble are our efforts that we cannot even prevent a country under multiple Security Council

sanctions from winning designation to host such a center.

The unavoidable conclusion from twenty years of failure to stop Iran’s nuclear weapons
program is grim. The most likely outcome is that Iran will, in fact, achieve a deliverable,
nuclear-weapons capability, and much sooner than later. | fear that many in the current

Administration believe that, as undesirable as a nuclear Iran would be, it is a situation we can

® See George Russell, “U.N. Approves Iran’s Disaster Center Proposal Which Some Fear Could Boost Its
Ballistic Capabilities, June 17,2011, found at http://www.foxnews.com/world/2011/06/17/un-program-helps-green-
light-iran-nuclear-weapons-program/#ixzz1Piv9aEfK.
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accept and live with. Under this analysis, U.S. security guarantees to Israel, members of the Gulf
Cooperation Council (“GCC”) and others will allow us to contain and deter Iran, as we contained
and deterred the Soviet Union during the Cold war. | believe this analysis is fundamentally

flawed.

First, whether or not Iran ever actually used nuclear weapons, its mere possession of
them, or the perception that it possessed them, would radically alter the balance of power in the
Middle East and beyond. Linked with Iran’s aggressive financing and arming of terrorist groups
-- Hezbollah, Hamas, terrorists in Iraq and even the Taliban in Afghanistan -- a nuclear Iran
could dramatically increase its influence in the Gulf and the broader region, to the decided
detriment of Israel, the GCC states and other U.S. friends and allies. Iran’s aggressive pursuit of
regional hegemony in Iraq, Syria, Lebanon, Bahrain and among Palestinians and in the internal
conflicts within Islam, will be immeasurable strengthened merely by possessing a nuclear

weapons capability.

Second, American security guarantees in today’s environment are not likely to provide
much reassurance. The United States’ broad retreat from the Middle East -- from Iraq and now
quite possibly from Afghanistan -- is hardly reassuring to others seeking security assurances.
And America’s disdain for Israel, its truest ally in the region, can hardly be comforting to those
who have never enjoyed such close relations. If this is how the United States now treats close
friends, how will it treat mere allies of convenience when convenience disappears? Our feckless

and irresolute policy in Libya can hardly be helping either.

Third, the calculus of deterrence for the Iranian regime originating from the Islamic

Revolution of 1979 is quite different from that for the Soviet Union during the Cold War. On the



psychological level, for example, a theocratic regime that values life in the hereafter more than
life on earth is not likely to be subject to classic theories of deterrence, which rest after all on

ending life on earth for the aggressor.

Moreover, deterrence during the Cold War existed between two superpowers with
symmetrical destructive capabilities, whereas Iran even under the most expansive predictions
will possess only a small asymmetric nuclear threat in the near term. That means its nuclear
weapons will not really be military, but will instead be weapons of terrorism, a threat not to
military targets but to our innocent civilians. Iran’s extensive record of funding and arming
international terrorists, and itself engaging in terrorism, should be warning enough that its

leaders are fully capable of nuclear terrorism as well.

And as if this were not sufficient, any realistic reading of Cold War history should not
give us boundless confidence that deterrence is automatically successful, as any number of Cold
War “near misses” proved just how fragile deterrence is as a concept. No one has yet explained
why we should comfortably allow our collective futures to be held hostage to the whims of

religious extremists in Tehran or rogue regimes elsewhere.

Third, even if I am mistaken, and Iran can be contained and deterred, the Middle Eastern
nuclear weapons threat doesn’t stop with Iran. If Iran obtains nuclear weapons, then almost
certainly Saudi Arabia will do the same, as will Egypt, Turkey and perhaps others in the region,
and we risk this widespread proliferation even if it is a democratic Iran that possesses nuclear
weapons. Thus, in a very short period of time, perhaps five to ten years, the Middle East could
contain half a dozen or more nuclear weapons states, an inherently dangerous and unstable

situation. Moreover, the risk that Pakistan’s arsenal of nuclear weapons might also fall into the
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hands of extremists, a risk dramatically heightened if instability in Afghanistan persists and
permeates Pakistan, could also well play a destabilizing role in the Middle East. It is precisely
because of this enormous risk of the wider proliferation of nuclear arsenals that we must bend

every effort to stop Iran in the first instance.

Economic sanctions certainly have a worthwhile role in undermining the regime in
Tehran, hopefully weakening it over time until it falls. There is little doubt that the regime is
increasingly unpopular in Iran, that it is increasingly divided within itself, and that sanctions may
well stoke the simmering discontent. The problem, however, is that regime change will likely
take time, probably more time than we have before Iran achieves a nuclear weapons capability.
We should not let the pursuit of sanctions obscure the reality that, while imposing economic
costs on Tehran, they have not materially impeded the weapons effort. We should, therefore,
suffer no illusions that sanctions are a truly effective response to Iran’s continuing march toward
nuclear weapons status. It is worth remembering that North Korea is today the most heavily
sanctioned nation on the planet, and it has successfully detonated two nuclear devices and

continues to pursue aggressively its ballistic missile program.

Since diplomacy has failed,” since sanctions have failed,® and since disruptive efforts

have failed, the only realistic alternative, and it is a decidedly unhappy one, is to use force pre-

" Consider for example the “agreement in principle” announced in the fall of 2009 to send some of Iran’s LEU to
Russia for enrichment to 19.75 percent U235 in order to fuel the Tehran research Reactor. Widely touted at the time
as a major diplomatic breakthrough on the Iranian nuclear program, the agreement has come to nothing, as some
predicted. See, John R. Bolton, “Iran’s Big Victory in Geneva,” Wall Street Journal, October 5, 2009, page A19,
column 5.

8 «“For Washington, the question should not be whether “strict sanctions’ will cause some economic harm despite
Iran’s multifarious, accelerating efforts to mitigate them. Instead, we must ask whether that harm will be sufficient
to dissuade Iran from pursuing nuclear weapons. Objectively, there is no reason to believe that it will.” John R.
Bolton, “Sanctions Won’t Work Against Iran,” Wall Street Journal, September 1, 2009, page Al7, column 1.
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emptively against Iran’s nuclear weapons program. I have written extensively about this

possibility elsewhere, and will not dwell on it here today, except to make the following points:

-- “An Israeli decision to use force, if it comes to that, will be neither precipitate nor
disproportionate, but only a last resort in anticipatory self-defense. Arab governments
already understand that logic and largely share it themselves.... Nonetheless, the
intellectual case for that strike must be better understood in advance by the American
public and Congress in order to ensure a sympathetic reaction by Washington.”9

-- “However much they might publicly protest, nearby Arab states would privately
welcome an Israeli attack. These governments fear Iran’s nuclear program as much as
Israel does, but they are powerless to stop it. If Israel does the job, they are in a perfect
place: Iran’s nuclear program will be badly damaged, and they will have another
opportunity to criticize Israel. This also explains why Arabs will not interdict Israeli
overflights to and from Iran.”*°

-- Iran will likely retaliate, but its most likely strategic option will be to unleash Hamas
and Hezbollah against Israel, rather than the more dramatic scenarios that have been
suggested, such as trying to close the Strait of Hormuz. Such retaliation enormously
complicates Israel’s strategic calculus, but also demonstrates the danger of allowing Iran
to actually acquire nuclear weapons. Once that happens, any possible Iranian
belligerence becomes that much more threatening and dangerous.™

The use of force is a decidedly unattractive option, but since the only other realistic assessment is

that Iran will soon have a nuclear weapons capability, it has to be taken seriously.

There is little doubt in my mind that the Obama Administration will not use force against
Iran’s nuclear weapons program. That means that the burden of decision will fall on Israel,
which would face a literally existential threat should Iran achieve nuclear weapons. Israel has
never before, until the start-up of the Bushehr reactor, let any hostile state get close enough to
achieving that objective to know what lies ahead. But if Israel does not strike, we will have to

consider the implications of a nuclear Iran, and a likely multi-polar nuclear Middle East.

® John R. Bolton, “Get Ready for a Nuclear Iran,” Wall Street Journal, May 3, 2010, Page A21, column 5.
1% John R. Bolton, “Iran Outlook: Grim,” National Review, October 19, 2009, page 30, at 32.

See John R. Bolton, “What If Israel Strikes Iran?,” Wall Street Journal, June 11, 2009, page A13, column 1.
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SYRIA

This hearing marks the first time I have discussed Syria’s WMD programs before this
Committee since September 16, 2003, when | was Under Secretary of State for Arms Control
and International Security, and presented testimony in both open and closed sessions.** You may
recall that that testimony because a subject of considerable controversy during my confirmation
hearings as U.N. Ambassador, when Senator Joseph Biden, among others, took issue with what |
testified about Syria’s nuclear programs. This was during a period, of course, when the Bush
Administration was under intense criticism for “politicizing” intelligence, and allegedly bending

intelligence analysis to reach conclusions favorable to already-decided policy positions.

In my case, the criticism was that | was overstating the dangers of Syrian involvement in
nuclear weapons, essentially because, according to the critics, Syria had neither the financial
resources not the technological capabilities to engage in an extensive or potentially threatening
nuclear weapons program. Senator Biden and others wanted to see not only my fully cleared
testimony, both the classified and unclassified versions, but also earlier drafts and e-mails
containing reactions to and comments upon those drafts. As is typical for the Executive Branch,
the Bush Administration resisted turning over such documents, although discussions were
underway about a potential compromise when the President decided to grant me a recess
appointment. | can now confidently say, in retrospect, that | wish we had indeed turned over all

of the materials in question, and that the intelligence about Syria’s program on which I rested my

'2 The seven-page unclassified testimony may be found at: John R. Bolton, “Syria’s Weapons of Mass Destruction
and Missile Development Programs,” Testimony before the House International Relations Committee,
Subcommittee on the Middle East and Central Asia, September 16, 2003, http://2001-
2009.state.gov/t/us/rm/24135.htm . The classified version was twenty pages long.
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testimony, some of which was not cleared to be included in the testimony, could have become

public in 2003.

Just four years later, Israel’s September 6, 2007, destruction of the Syrian nuclear reactor
at al Kibar being constructed by North Koreans, essentially a clone of the North’s Yongbyon
reactor, dramatically changed the public landscape concerning Syria and nuclear weapons. What
Israel had discovered was unquestionably a nuclear reactor almost certainly intended for only
one purpose: to produce plutonium for nuclear weapons, just as Yongbyon was. This was
obviously a serious threat to Israel, and one the Israel Defense Forces decisively eliminated, as
they had previously eliminated Saddam Hussein’s Osirak reactor outside of Baghdad in 1981.
What was unclear in 2007, and what remains unclear today, is what, if any, other nuclear-related

activities are underway in Syria, and what their connections might be to Iran and North Korea.

Iran’s dominance over key aspects of Syria’s national security, and Syria’s critical
relationship to Lebanon and Iran’s Lebanese proxy, the terrorist group Hezbollah, lead me to
believe that we will conclude one day that the reactor was a three-way joint venture between
Iran, North Korea, and Syria. After all, looking at the two-fold criticism of my 2003 concerns
about Syria’ s potential interest in nuclear weapons -- lack of technology and lack of resources,
-- North Korea could surely supply the former and Iran could surely supply the latter. The
possibility that a nuclear infrastructure to support the reactor’s operation, such as for processing
raw uranium fuel, fuel-fabrication facilities, and reprocessing plants to extract plutonium from
the spent nuclear fuel, is one that the United States and the IAEA should continue to investigate,

on an urgent basis.
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Moreover, both Iran and North Korea shared a fundamental common interest: hiding
their illicit nuclear activities from prying international eyes. What better place to conceal such
activities than in a country where no one was looking, namely Syria? Having hidden al Kibar
from the IAEA and the rest of the world (except for Israeli intelligence), Syria has, since the
Israeli bombing in 2007, essentially refused any meaningful cooperation with the IAEA or any
other outside party to answer questions about the bombed reactor site or other questionable
activities in country. Accordingly, Syria has recently been referred to the UN Security Council,
although I have no faith that the Council will deal any more effectively with Syria than it has

with Iran since the Security Council received a similar IAEA referral in 2006.

As in other examples of the “Arab Spring,” there has been considerable opposition to the
authoritarian Ba’ath party regime that has long controlled Syria. As has been the family habit,
President Bashir al-Assad and his government have resorted to repression, repeatedly using
deadly force against innocent civilian protestors. What distinguishes Syria from other
contemporary examples of repression, however, is the near certainty that Iran is doing everything
it can, which is considerable, to keep the Assad regime in power. Just as Tehran was willing to
use violence against its own innocent civilians in order to keep its hold on power after the
fraudulent July, 2009 presidential elections, so too numerous reports have indicated that Iranian
Revolutionary Guards Corps personnel have been involved in assisting Assad in suppressing the

insurrection in Syria.

Iran has clear and important strategic interests in keeping Assad in power, not least of
which are maintaining its hegemony over Syria and protecting its unrestricted access to
Hezbollah and Lebanon. But there may also be other reasons for Iran’s visible involvement in

suppressing the Syrian dissident movement, related to safeguarding Iran’s own nuclear weapons
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program and whatever weapons-related activities in addition to the reactor might be underway in

Syria. If so, the stakes for Iran in Syria are very high indeed.

In the United States, many observers have asked why the Obama Administration was
prepared to intervene in Libya under the “responsibility to protect” doctrine, but not in Syria.
Some believe that the Obama Administration still clings to the badly mistaken idea that Assad
really is a reformer and may yet be persuade to moderate his regime’s behavior. That may be
one part of the Administration’s thinking, but I believe it also believes, correctly, that using force
against the Assad regime may well be tantamount to using force against Iran, which could well
generate an even wider conflict. Whatever the rationale, U.S. military or NATO intervention in
Syria seems unlikely. Indeed, our incoherent and ineffective policies in Libya have created an

unusual coalition here in Congress even against removing Muammar Qaddafi from power.

It is also possible that the nuclear activity in Syria does in fact represent a nuclear
program that is entirely its own, independent of Iran’s control, however unlikely this may seem.
If so, given Iran’s influence over Syrian policies, any Syrian nuclear capability would simply
constitute one more incentive for other Arab states to develop their own nuclear weapons
capacities. And given Syria’s border with Israel, there is manifestly no good news for Jerusalem

whatever the explanation for Syria’s nuclear involvement.

CONCLUSION

Nuclear proliferation in the Middle East poses enormous risks for the United States, its
friends and its allies. We have squandered too much time -- nearly twenty years -- trying to
“engage” Iran in diplomacy, all to no avail. The net effect of all of our diplomacy, and that of
the Europeans, has been to provide Iran a cloak of legitimacy and the critical element of time,
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under whose shelter they have made impressive progress toward achieving a deliverable nuclear
weapons capability. Our current options to prevent that outcome -- either regime change or the

use of force against Iran’s nuclear sites -- are unattractive, difficult and uncertain.

Unfortunately, however, by pursuing misbegotten policies for so long, we are largely
responsible for our current predicament. We may yet prevent Iran, or surrogates like Syria, from
obtaining nuclear weapons, but our time to do so is limited, and growing ever shorter. We can
only hope that, years from now, we do not look back at the past decade and conclude that these

were the years when America, by its failure, made the world safe for nuclear proliferation.

Thank you again, Madam Chairman, for the opportunity to testify this morning. 1 would

be pleased to try to respond to any questions the Committee might have.
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